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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This office action is in response to amendment filed on 1 3 March 2007. 

2. Claims 1-3, and 5-6 have been amended. Claims 7-13 have been cancelled. 

3. Claims 14 and 15 have been added. 

4. The rejection of Claims 5-6 under 35 U.S.C. 101 has been withdrawn 
necessitated by the amendment. 

5. Claims 1-6, and 14-15 are pending. Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 14 and 15 are independent 
claims. 



Drawings 

6. The drawings were received on 13 March 2007. These drawings are not 
accepted. 

7. In addition to Replacement Sheets containing the corrected drawing figure(s), 
applicant is required to submit a marked-up copy of each Replacement Sheet including 
annotations indicating the changes made to the previous version. The marked-up copy 
must be clearly labeled as "Annotated Sheets" and must be presented in the 
amendment or remarks section that explains the change(s) to the drawings. See 37 
CFR 1.121(d)(1). Failure to timely submit the proposed drawing and marked-up copy 
will result in the abandonment of the application. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

8. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 
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The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

9. Claims 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which. was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

10. Claim 14 and 15 recites the limitation an input circuit and a control circuit. 
However, the Examiner is unable to locate any disclosure or the terms "an input circuit 
that inputs tags" within the specification stating the limitation. 

1 1. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

12. Claims 1-6 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

13. Claims 1 and 5 discloses the limitation "judging whether a document ... 
comprises tags which can cause a conflict...." The use of the phrase "comprise tags can 
cause" makes the 'claim vague and indefinite since its unclear to the Examiner if phrase 
is viewed as any tag or all tags have the possibility of having a conflict occurring. Since, 
it the phrase is viewed of any tag have the possibility of a conflict occurring, that does 
not necessary mean that a conflict will occur all at all. Therefore, since a document 
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comprises tags, such as any tag, which can cause a conflict, any or all tags can also 
not cause a conflict. In other words, just because the tags have the possibility of 
causing a conflict, does not mean it will cause a conflict since all the tags do not have 
the possibility of causing a conflict to occur. Thus, Claim 1 is rejected under 112 second • 
paragraph for the use of the term "comprise tags can cause" making the claim vague 
and indefinite. Furthermore, Examiner will view the claim as the conflict not occurring 
since the claim does not disclose the conflict occurring, since its possible for any or all 
tag of a conflict occurring, if at all, throughout this Office action. 

14. Claims 2 and 6 disclose the limitation "judging whether a document ... comprises 
tags which can impede initiating processing." The use of the phrase " comprise tags 
which can impede" makes the claim vague and indefinite since its unclear to the 
Examiner if phrase is viewed as any tag or all tags have the possibility of having the 
impedance occurring. Since it the phrase is viewed of any tag have the possibility of the 
impedance occurring, that does not necessary mean that the impedance will occur all at 
all. Therefore, since a document comprises tags, such as any tag, which can cause the 
impedance, any or all tags can also not cause the impedance. In other words, just 
because the tags have the possibility of causing the impedance, does not mean it will 
cause the impedance since all the tags do not have the possibility of causing the 
impedance to occur. Thus, Claim 2 is rejected under 112 second paragraph for the use 
of the term "comprise tags which can impede" making the claim vague and indefinite. 
Furthermore, Examiner will view the claim as the impedance not occurring since the 
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claim does not disclose the impedance occurring, since its possible for any or all tag of 
a impedance occurring, if at all, throughout this Office action. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall.be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

16. Claims 14-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Templeman (US Patent #5,845,303, published 12/1/1998). 

As per independent claim 14, Templeman discloses an apparatus comprising: 

• an input circuit that inputs tags corresponding to a document written in a 
structured tag language; (Col 3, lines 26-40; Col 5, lines 53-Col 7, line 67; Col 
10, lines 3-25: Discloses tags of an input file being inputted into a metaform 
(document) written in a tag format 

• a control circuit that determines if the tags indicate a potential conflict between an 
order in which coordinate positions of objects contained in the document are 
determined and an order in which images of the objects are formed, wherein, 
when the tags indicate the potential conflict, the control circuit forms the images 
after completely determining the coordinate positions, and wherein, when the 
tags do not indicate the potential conflict, the control circuit begins forming the 
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images before completely determining the coordinate positions. (Col 10, line 33- 
Col 1 1 , line 22; Abstract: Templeman discloses of a conflict of when data is flown 
into a frame, i.e. when a logo is going to be flown into an information frame for a 
logo, it determines if a conflict involving the of constraints the frame for the logo 
and other frames around that frame positions are affected. If a conflict occurs, 
then the constraints are solved wherein the frame positions for the logo and 
others are fixed and determined before the frame is displayed or formed to the . 
computer screen. If there is no conflict, then the logo is inputted into the object 
frame and formed to the computer screen for display wherein the positions of the 
frames are fully determined and set for displayed after the logo is fully inputted.) 
As per independent claim 15, Claim 15 recites similar limitations as in Claim 14 
and is similarly rejected under rationale. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC §103 

17. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

18. Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Nguyen et al (US Patent 6,377,354, filed 9/21/1998, and further in view of W3School 
("HTML Tutorial: Welcome to HTML School", published as of 1/23/2002). 
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As per independent claim 1, Claim 1 incorporates the views based on the 35 
USC 112, 2 nd paragraph, rejections and the rationale incorporated. Therefore, Nguyen 
et al discloses of a method analyzing a location of the text and graphics elements 
(object images) to be printed of determining the location of an object image that may 
compose of a graphic or a text, and after determining the location of it overlapping a 
graphic or not, it processes to form the object to appear onto the document when it 
begins printing. When the process of overlapping is being determine, a sense of 
disagreement with direct placement is being considered if overlapped is revealed since 
the process would have merge the two objects together (i.e. retrieve the other object's 
position and merge the two as one) then sent to output buffer to be formed. If no 
overlapping is revealed, it is sent to the printer to be formed by the printer. Nguyen et al 
discloses that a document requires many print calls be processed hence the method is 
repeated every time for each object presented in the document. (Abstract; Column 6, 
lines 35-49, 59-62; Column 7, 4-8, 16-61) 

However, Nguyen et al fails to disclose that the document is written in a 

* 

structured tag language comprising tags. However, W3Schools discloses the language 
HTML wherein a HTML document contains markup tags that discloses how the 
document will appear when displayed (Pg 1, "HTML Introduction"; Pg 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Nguyen et al's method of printing a document 
with objects with W3School's disclosure of HTML documents since it would have 
provided HTML provides essential features of hypertext, that allows documents (web 
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page) to link to over documents, and universally, that's allows any computer to read a 
HTML document since the documents are text files. 

As per independent claim 2, Claim 2 incorporates the views based on the 35 
USC 112, 2 nd paragraph, rejections and the rationale incorporated. Furthermore, Claim 
2 recites similar limitations as in Claim 1 , and is similar rejected under rationale. 

As per dependent claim 3, Nguyen et al discloses method involves the text and 
graphics elements within the document, therefore, involving the whole document itself. 
In addition, each element is considered a portion of the document. (Abstract, lines 1-5, 
FIG 3-4) 

As per dependent claim 4, Nguyen et al fails to specifically disclose said tags 
comprise at least one among "position"-type tags, u margin"-type tags, "line_height"-type 
tags, "img"-type tags, and "counter"-type tags. Based on the rejection of the use of a 
HTML document wherein the HTML document comprises tags in Claim 1 by Nguyen et 
al and W3School and the rationale incorporated, W3School discloses HTML comprises 
"img"-type tags, (pg 7) 

As per independent claim 5, Claim 5 recites similar limitations as in Claim 1 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 

As per independent claim 6, Claim 6 recites similar limitations as in Claim 2 and 
is similarly rejected under rationale. 
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Response to Arguments 

19. Applicant's arguments filed 13 March 2007 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

20. On pages 8-10, in regards to Claim 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, Applicant argues the phrase "can" clearly defines the metes and bounds of 
the invention and satisfies the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 112. However, the Examiner 
disagrees. 

Claim 1 discloses the limitation "judging whether a document ... comprises tags 
which can cause a conflict...." The use of the phrase "comprise tags can cause" makes 
the claim vague and indefinite since its unclear to the Examiner if phrase is viewed as 
any tag or all tags have the possibility of having a conflict occurring. Since it the phrase 
is viewed of any tag have the possibility of an conflict occurring, that does not necessary 
mean that a conflict will occur all at all. Therefore, since a document comprises tags, 
such as any tag, which can cause a conflict, any or all tags can also not cause a 
conflict. In other words, just because the tags have the possibility of causing a conflict, 
does not mean it will cause a conflict since all the tags do not have the possibility of 
causing a conflict to occur. Thus, Claim 1 is rejected under 112 second paragraph for 
the use of the term "comprise tags can cause" making the claim vague and indefinite. 

21 . On pages 10-12, in regards to Claim 1 rejected under 35 USC 103(a), Applicant 
argues that Nguyen fails to teach or suggest the limitations of Claim 1 . However, the 
Examiner disagrees. 
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Claim 1 still incorporates the views based on the 35 USC 112, 2 nd paragraph, 
rejections and the rationale incorporated since the 35 U.S.C 112, second paragraph, 
was not overcome by the amendment. Therefore, Nguyen et al discloses of a method 
analyzing a location of the text and graphics elements (object images) to be printed by 
determining the location of an object image that may compose of a graphic or a text. 
After determining the location, determine if it is overlapping a graphic or not, it 
processes to form the object to appear onto the document when it begins printing. 
When the process of overlapping is being determined, a sense of conflict with direct 
placement is being considered if overlapped is revealed since the process would have 
merge the two objects together (i.e. retrieve the other object's position and merge the 
two as one) then sent to output buffer to be formed (i.e. drawn). If no overlapping is 
revealed, it is sent to the printer to be formed (i.e. drawn on the bitmap buffer) by the 
printer wherein the bitmap location information is marked after being drawn and then 
stored for printing. Nguyen et al discloses that a document requires many print calls be 
processed hence the method is repeated every time for each object presented in the 
document. (Abstract; Column 6, lines 35-49, 59-62; Column 7, 4-8, 16-61) Therefore, 
Nguyen discloses the limitation of if the order of operation if the positions of the 
elements are determined first or the drawing of the elements occurs first. 

However, Nguyen et al fails to disclose that the document is written in a 
structured tag language comprising tags. However, W3Schools discloses the language 
HTML wherein a HTML document contains markup tags that discloses how the 
document will appear when displayed (Pg 1, "HTML Introduction"; Pg 5). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
Applicant's invention to have modified Nguyen et al's method of printing a document 
with objects with W3School's disclosure of HTML documents since it would have 
provided HTML provides essential features of hypertext, that allows documents (web 
page) to link to over documents, and universally, that's allows any computer to read a 
HTML document since the documents are text files. 

Conclusion 

22. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for. reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David Faber whose telephone number is 571-272-2751 . 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 8am to 430pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong, can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number 



Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8.300: 



David Faber 
Patient Examiner 
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